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real political revolution 


A LL TRENDS within ‘offi¬ 
cial communism’ have been 
thrown into crisis by Gor¬ 
bachev, perhaps nowhere 
more so than in Britain. His recent 
writings and speeches, not least the 
one commemorating the 70th anni¬ 
versary of the October Revolution, 
are a condemnation of all those 
like Straight Left's Harry Steel 
(Harry from Harry Pollitt - the 
CPGB’s general secretary during 
the Stalin period - and Steel from 
Stalin - the man of steel himself) 
who religiously followed every' 
cumbersome twist and dull turn of 
the Brezhnev years, while main¬ 
taining a secret admiration society 
for the late and not lamented Jo¬ 
seph Vissaronovich. 

Gorbachev has conjoured up the 
ghosts of the past: Kruschev - de¬ 
posed in a palace coup. Dubcek — 
overthrown by Soviet tanks, Buk¬ 
harin - shot as a Nazi/Trotskyite 
spy — are walking again and haunt¬ 
ing the sycophants. Shock there 
has been, but not enough to pro¬ 
duce honesty. 

•For the New Communist Party- 
leadership it is business as usual. 
Without the slightest self criticism 
of its own slavishly pro-Brezhnev 
past it praises Gorbachev to the 
sky. 

• Heather Sanderson (Harry Steel 
after a sex change operation?) 
drops a series of the smallest of 
hints in the Straight Leftists’ Com¬ 
munist (June and July 1987) that 
s/he does not agree with everything 
Gorbachev is doing. But typically 
Sanderson dares not say so openly. 

• As to the comotose diplomatic 
internationalists who write Proleta¬ 
rian , their No.3 - on the history of 
the CPGB - redrafted countless 
times already, will not see the light 
of day until it can be suitably Gor- 
bachevised. 

The leaders of these various fac¬ 
tions are nothing but a load of mi¬ 
serable toadies. But none so 
miserable (and interesting) as the 
Communist Campaign Group. 

Under the title of The Second 
Revolution they have launched a 
series of four classes on the Soviet 
Union. The First has so far been 
the most worthwhile. The CCG’s 
speaker, Julian Cooper of Bir¬ 
mingham University’s Centre for 
Russian and Eastern European 
Studies, spoke on what he called 
the Dialectics of Perestroika. He 
might be an academic, but he is at 
least an honest academic. 

His diagnosis of what is wrong 
with the USSR was broadly accu¬ 
rate. Where we differed was his 
cure. He backs Gorbachev, we 
back the working class and the 
platform of international commu¬ 
nism. 

Cooper outlined Gorbachev’s 
criticism of the dead weight of bu¬ 
reaucracy in the USSR, how it had 
become a fetter on production, his 
condemnation of the crimes of Sta¬ 
lin and the massive repression car¬ 
ried out during the collectivisation 
of agriculture. He went on to 
speak about social ills in the USSR 
like prostitution, alcoholism and 
apathy; how Gorbachev’s reforms 


have brought into being a growing 
class of petty capitalists, private 
hospitals and why workers face the 
prospect of higher prices and the 
danger of unemployment. 

Cooper went on to blithely an¬ 
nounce that some Soviet commen¬ 
tators were saying that the 
Eurocommunist criticisms of the 
USSR in the 1970s were correct 
and that there w'as a growing 
friendship between the Soviet and 
Italian CPs. But the bombshell 
really came when he pointed out 
that the CPSU was deliberately 
dropping reference to proletarian 
internationalism. It is apparently 
reassessing its attitude towards the 
world communist movement and 
certainly does not favour any 
further splitting in it. The CPSU is. 
Cooper reported, looking to loo¬ 
sen its links with the world com¬ 
munist movement and seeking 
cooperation with Greens, social 
democrats and labourites. W'here 
now the NCP and the soon to be 
formed CCG party? 

It is only to be expected that our 
comrades took not a little pleasure 
in watching the embarrassment, 
the dropping jaws and ideological 
contortions of those CCG factional 
leaders who deigned to be present 
at Cooper’s lecture. They are hell 
bent on splitting and at the same 
time desperately trying to square 
their support for Stalin and Brezh¬ 
nev with the circle of supporting 
Gorbachev. 

Let centrism continue its disinte¬ 
gration, its splitting and rush to 
oblivion. Genuine communists will 
rally to the banner of Marxism-Le¬ 
ninism and proletarian internatio¬ 
nalism raised by The Leninist. 

Frankly wc, unlike the Straight 
Leftists, CCGers, NCPers and 
Proletarian centrists, have no prob¬ 
lems with comrade Gorbachev’s 
reforms. We have no circle to 
%quarc. We agree with many of the 
factual criticisms Gorbachev 
makes about the Soviet Union of 
yesterday and today. We have 
made many of these criticisms our¬ 
selves and been attacked for doing 
so. But, and its a big but, while we 
broadly agree with many of Gorba¬ 
chev’s criticisms of the past we do 
not concur with his cure. 

Gorbachev calls for a political 
revolution yet under glasnost and 
perestroika he is offering less socia¬ 
lism for the USSR and all along the 
line attacks on the working class. 

We say that the USSR needs a 
genuine political revolution. This 
can only be led by the working 
class and that will mean more so¬ 
cialism and real socialist demo¬ 
cracy for the USSR. 

Gorbachev and his supporters 
are not leading a. political revolu¬ 
tion. His ‘revolution’ against Sta¬ 
lin’s Short Course history of the 
CPSU is a cosmetic job. His politi¬ 
cal antecedents can be traced back 
directly to Stalin. The crimes of 
Stalin were not merely those of one 
man and his immediate entourage 
— as Gorbachev claimed in his Oc¬ 
tober Revolution speech - they 
were the crimes of the social stra¬ 
tum Stalin personified. That stra¬ 


tum is the Soviet bureaucracy 
which has parasitically governed 
the USSR since the mid-1920s. 

That does not mean there is 
nothing happening in the USSR as 
the myopic writers in the petty 
bourgeois revolutionary left press 
tell their readers. The USSR is at 
an historic crossroads. The old bu¬ 
reaucratic methods of running the 
Soviet economy can now only pro¬ 
duce stagnation and crisis. This 
opens up all sorts of dangers but 
also great possibilities. 

What we are seeing today is a 
struggle within the bureaucracy, 
not a struggle against the bureau¬ 
cracy. Gorbachev rails against the 
inefficiency of various sections of 
the bureaucracy, their unearned 
privileges. But because he is the 
leader of the technocratic wing of 
the bureaucracy he can onlv offer 
technocratic solutions. Against hi' 
phoney political revolution the So¬ 
viet working class will turn to the 
programme of Marx. Engles, 
Lenin and international commu¬ 
nism. 

• Wages and bureaucratic privi¬ 
leges. Gorbachev says wage diffe¬ 
rentials between various sections 
of the working class are too nar¬ 
row. They will have to grow and 
even then workers will have to 
work harder for relatively less. 

We admit that wage differentials 
under socialism are necessary, but 
we are against campaigns to widen 
them. We are certainly against cuts 
in working class living standards. 
Gorbachev wants to cut the social 
wage and increase prices. 

We say let Gorbachev talk about 
wage cuts when he and all state and 
party functionaries in the USSR 
only receive the average pay of a 
skilled worker. This was the prac 
lice originated in the Paris Com¬ 
mune of 1871 and carried on by 
Lenin after 1917. In those days 
there were no fat cat salaries for 
party functionaries, no caviar and 
western luxury goods at give away 
prices in special Kremlin shops. 

It was Stalin who championed 

privilege. From the mid-1920s the 
bureaucracy became a parasitic 
stratum and gradually accustomed 
itself to obscene opulence. If Gor¬ 
bachev was only getting 250 rou¬ 
bles a month maybe he would be 
less enthusiastic about widening 
differentials. Abolish all open and 
concealed bureaucratic privileges! 

• Economy. Gorbachev says the 
economy in the USSR is over cen¬ 
tralised. It is true that the bureau 
cracy has become a fetter, it has 
always acted as a brake on what 
could have been. 

The bureaucracy was never pro¬ 
gressive. True, in 1928 it initiated a 
drive for industrialisation. This 
was done, though, in a ham fisted, 
enormously wasteful and totally 
bureaucratic fashion. Although 
this was a step toward the Soviet 
Union is still paying the cost. 

The bureaucratic methods of the 
1930s were not totally out of step 
with laying the basis of industry, 
Soviet growth rates in that period 
testify to that. Today on the other 
hand bureaucratic planning has be¬ 


come a block on the development 
of the productive forces. 

Growth rates have steadily slid 
downwards and the rate of return 
on investment has done likewise. 
Gorbachev says he will introduce a 
Soviet version of market socialism 
to change this. Inefficcnt enter¬ 
prises will be allowed to go bust, 
prices will rise and wages will be 
tied to profit or loss. Tins could 
mean unemployment Would Gor¬ 
bachev be so ready to talk about 
making workers unemployed if all 
state functionaries in the USSR 
were subject to instant recall? 

Gorbachev's New Economic 
Mechanism will certainly mean the 
strengthening of the forces of capi¬ 
talism in the USSR. Gorbachev’s 
technocratic answers will tempo¬ 
rarily increase growth, market so¬ 
cialism certainly did in China and 
Hungary. But. as these countries 
have shown, the advance is short 
lived. While NI^M will mean the 
peasants and the petty capitalist 
Nemmcn enriching themselves, the 
working class w ill suffer a growing 
gap between higher prices and 
their social and monetary wages. 

Socialism is not a specific mode 
of production, it is a transitionary 
form of society in between capita¬ 
lism and communism. NEM will 
increase the danger of capitalist 
rcstorationism - not from below 
but from above. 

'Hie triumph of communism will 
only lx* ensured by the forces of 
communism in socialism - not 
least the law of planning - over¬ 
coming the forces of capitalism — 
commodity production and the law 
of value. What the USSR needs 
today is not less centralism, as 
Gorbachev maintains What is 
needed is democratic centralism in 
the economy, democratic not bu¬ 
reaucratic planning. No to the 
market, yes to the democratic so¬ 
cialist plan 1 

•Democracy. Gorbachev says he 
is leading a political revolution to 
allow the full flowering of socialist 
democracy. This is not true. His 
glasnost comes from the top. it is 
not the result of working class ini¬ 
tiative, it is not without guns and 
bullets, the bureaucracy controls 
plenty of guns and bullets. Make 
he workers’ militia real, arm them 
with the most advanced weapo- 
nary! 

With or without Gorbachev the 
working class does not rule the 
USSR directly. Bureaucratic initia¬ 
tive, not working class initiative, 
rules. Political opponents of the 
CPSU can still find themselves 
landing up in jail or even mental 
asylums. The works of Bukharin. 
Stalin. Trotsky and Zinoviev re¬ 
main banned. The CPSU pnjoys a 
political monopoly. This is not so¬ 
cialist democracy it is bureaucratic 
authoritarianism. 

Genuine socialist democracy 
cannot be handed down from a 
technocratic elite. It will have to be 
won by the class struggle of the 
working class, up to and including 
a real political revolution. Bureau¬ 
cracy under socialism - especially 
in its early stages - is unavoidable. 


But the socialist state’s bureau 
cracy must be under the control of 
the working class, it must be its 
servant. 

In the Soviet Union the bureau¬ 
cracy has criminally and murde¬ 
rously advanced its sectional 
interests against the interests of the 
working class as a whole The 
USSR’s problems can only be 
overcome through the introduction 
of real socialist democracy. Only 
then can the forces of production 
he liberated, only then can the bu¬ 
reaucratic fetter be removed. 

The key to opening up the strug 
cle for socialist democracy is the 
ending of the one party system 




There are various classes and strata! 
in the USSR, all with differing - if I 
not antagonistic - interests. These! 
interests should be brought out! 
into the open. For a plurality of! 
parties! j 

The CPSU is fused with thel 
state This must be ended. The! 
CPSU should compete, along with! 
other parties, for governmental! 
power through winning a majority I 
of delegates to the soviets. Not thel 
soviets we see today, but genuine! 
soviets which are not rubber stamp! 
bodies but the real institutions of! 
working class state power. 'I 

•iDternationaltsm.The leadership! 
of the CPSU has abandoned prole-1 
tarian internationalism, not only in I 
word hut deed. Vanessa Redgrave. | 
Marxism Today. The Economist | 
and The Guardian might like Gor-I 
bachev we do not. His new vcr-| 
sion of the CPSU’s programme | 
does not even refer to the concept | 
of world revolution, it is certainly | 
not guided by it. 

The leadership of the CPSU now 
hinks of the interests of the USSR 
above the interests of the world 
working class. The USSR was ori¬ 
ginally intended to be the volun¬ 
tary union of all socialist states. I 
Instead it has been limited more or 
less to the frontiers of the old Tsar¬ 
ist empire. 

For Lenin the Soviet Union’s 
fate was bound up with the pro¬ 
gress of the world revolution. 
Lenin never put the interests of the 
Soviet Union above the interests of 
the world revolution: the part 

above the whole. 

Yet at the 27th Congress of the 
CPSU Gorbachev offered to do a 
deal with the USA in countries 
which he called ‘international hot 
splits’. This, like appeasing the 
varmongenng* US over missile 
aits, might gain temporary advan¬ 
tage. But it can only damage the 
long term interests of the USSR 
and the world revolution. 

Wc must not be blinded to the 
truth by Gorbachev's popularity in 
the liberal bourgeois media. We 
cannot solve the USSR’s problems 
for it. Only the working class in the 
USSR can do that. But we have a 
duty to understand developments 
in the USSR and support the So¬ 
viet workers’ struggle for commu¬ 
nism by struggling for socialist 
revolution in our country. Long 
live proletarian internationalism! 

Jack Conrad 


U- 













Fortnightly paper of the Leninists 
of the Communist Party of Great Britain 


THE ENNISKILLEN bomb has produced a tidal 
wave of hypocrisy. The British political establish¬ 
ment, which has in Ireland murdered, maimed 
and tortured on a scale second to none, united in a 
sickening bout of bi-partisan chauvinism; to 'l ory 
cheers Labour's spokesmen demanded the ‘barba¬ 
rians' be brought to ‘justice'. 


Confronted with such reactionary bile it is vital 
for communists to stand firm and point out that 
the source of all political violence in Ireland is 
none other than Britain and its determination to 
keep Ireland divided. Unfortunately many com¬ 
munists have not just kept their heads down but 
jumped on the anti-IRA bandwagon (including 
Moscow’s lass). 

The Morning Star epitomises this trend. It 
claims to support the national liberation struggle 
in Ireland, yet after the Enniskillen bomb it ran a 
headline which screamed: “A blind act of blind 
hatred" (courtesy of the Communist Party of Ire¬ 
land). This was indistinguishable from the high 
Tory Telegraph and the gutter Tory Sun. 

Such a headline shows that its editors have a 
blind hatred and blind fear of revolutionary vio¬ 
lence, that is, revolutionary violence in Ireland 
today. Would the Morning Star attack the armed 
actions of Umkhonto we Si:we as providing the 
apartheid state in South Africa with an excuse for 
further acts of oppression? Hardly. So why accuse 
the IRA of entrenching sectarianism? 

The Morning Star in fact embodies hypocrisy. It 
quite rightly celebrates the revolutionary victories 
of the Red Army, but it is worthwhile recalling 
that its forerunner hailed the dropping of nuclear 
bombs on Japanese civilians in Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki - and that was reactionary \ iolence. 


Enniskillen was not a "blind act of blind 
hatred", the IRA is no "elitist armed group" 
(Morning Star November 10 1987). To suggest it is 
flies in the face of truth. The forces of national 
liberation have been conducting a protracted 
guerrilla struggle in the Six Counties for nearly 20 
years. This has been, and could only be. carried 
out with the active support of the nationalist popu¬ 
lation. Enniskillen must be seen in this context. 
Indeed it can only be understood in this context. 

The fact is that Ireland is too close to home for 
the Morning Star to have anything approaching 
communist principles and to defend the armed 
struggle. Some will make the excuse that all it is 
doing is taking its line from the CP of Ireland. I his 
is feeble. The paper does not after all feel obliged 
to take its lead from the C'PGB! It only echos the 
cowardly calls for surrender coming from the mar¬ 
ginalised and isolated CPI because it agrees with 
the CPI's hostility to the forces of national libera¬ 
tion. 


There is a war being fought in the Six Counties. 
It is a war betw'een the forces of national libera¬ 
tion and the forces of imperialism. The war cannot 
be wished away. It is a political reality and com¬ 
munists have a duty to take one of two sides. 

In a war, any war, innocent people get killed. 
This is unfortunate, tragic, but a fact. The 1 IRA 
says the killing of civilians in Enniskillen was a 
mistake, perhaps due to British Army electronic 
countermeasures. Whether or not this was the 
case is not the point. The armed actions of the 
IRA are the violence of the oppressed. If they go 
wrong we do not get on some moralistic high 
horse. We must take a comradely and understand¬ 
ing attitude towards the national liberation strug¬ 
gle in Ireland, just as we do to the struggles in 
South Africa, Namibia and El Salvador. 

The Editor 
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LETTERS 


Sanctions 

I have some doubts about calling 
upon bourgeois governments to 
implement sanctions against Souih 
Africa. Could they be effectively 
enforced (Rhodesian sanctions did 
not work)? Would they not also 
create unemployment among black 
workers, ensure the closure of en¬ 
terprises and so weaken trade 
union struggles? 

Do we not want black workers’ 
organisations to be strengthened? 
And would it not be better for the 
revolutionary struggle to be 
stepped up and for the South Afri¬ 
can Communist Party to develop a 
real Leninist revolutionary stra¬ 
tegy? 

Having read other left wing and 
Marxist papers on this, I am un¬ 
clear as to the policies we should 
be advocating. Therefore I would 
be interested in any comments. 

Tom Lane 
Swansea 

David SherriJJ replies: 

We are primarily in favour of 
workers’ sanctions. But we are 
also in favour of forcing the bour¬ 
geois government in Britain, 
whether it is Labour or Tory, to 
impose sanctions. These should be 
policed by workers. The prime im¬ 
pact of this will not be economic 
but political. W'orkers in South 
Africa will get a tremendous moral 
boost if they see workers in other 
countries taking militant action in 
support of their struggles. As to 
the SACP, we think that all com¬ 
munist parties should develop a 
Leninist strategy . 



Political 

Revolution 


I agree with your article on the 
front page of the last issue It any 
real reform is to come about in the 
Soviet Union, then there has to be 
a political revolution and this 
needs a political party. Of course, 
this should be the Communist 
Party, but many of the Party lead¬ 
ers and others have vested interests 
in the bureaucracy and would op¬ 
pose any change. 

The revolution has to come from 
the people and no doubt many 
Party comrades would join in. The 
Party as such, however, would 
hold back. The members of the 
Party who backed the political re¬ 
volution would need to break away 
and form a new' party. 

Perhaps you do not agree. I am 
not suggesting a Hungary-type of 
situation, but a revolution of ideas 
with workers gaining control and 
purging the bureaucrats. 

You say the Soviet Union did 
not degenerate, but the Commun¬ 
ist Party of the Soviet Union did. 
If, as I believe, we have a 
dictatorship of the Communist 
Party tied up with a massive bu¬ 
reaucracy, then this causes a dege¬ 
neration of the state. Therefore 
the Soviet Union itself must have 
degenerated. 

We have shortages, lack of de¬ 
mocracy and political repression: 
can this be called socialism? I ac¬ 
cept that socialism is a sort of tran¬ 
sitional period to communism and 
will have elements* of both capita¬ 
lism and communism. 

However, I thought socialism, 
apart from the expropriation of the 
bourgeois property forms, meant 
developing and improving manu¬ 
facturing, creating for the peoples’ 
needs and also workers’ control 
based on factory committees with 
real power and elected councils of 
workers and peasants, etc. 

Would you theretore not agree 


with the Trotskyist view of degene¬ 
rated workers’ state rather than 
‘socialism’? I would be grateful for 
any comments as I am trying to 
clarify my own views. 

Paul Harding 
Surrey 

Jack Conrad replies: 

On our thesis that the Soviet state 
did not degenerate: In Lenin’s day 
there were massive shortages - 
shortages which make today’s 
look like abundance. Likewise 
there was a lack of democracy - 
the Mensheviks and Socialist Re¬ 
volutionaries were banned and 
they were repressed, there was even 
a burgeoning bureaucracy. Lenin 
did not distort Marxism in an ef¬ 
fort to circumvent these problems, 
he did not accept such a situation 
as normal or permanent. He saw 
the Soviet Union as an isolated 
bastion of socialism in a hostile 
world and knew that the Soviet 
Union’s long term survial rested 
with the progress of the world re¬ 
volution. This position was 
agreed at party congress after 
party congress. When we use the 
word socialism all we mean by it is 
the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
In the USSR the proletariat does 
not exercise its dictatorhip directly 
but it docs rule. That is wh> it is 
correct to talk about socialism in 
the USSR - however underdeve¬ 
loped it is. 





I am writing on behalf of the Irish 
Republican Socialist Party to re¬ 
quest that your readers approach 
the organisations they belong to to 
consider sponsoring a republican 
socialist POW. 

There is a general misconception 
that all Irish political prisoners be¬ 
nefit from the Green Cross (the 
Prisoners’ Dependants Fund). This 
is not so! The truth of the matter is 
that the majority of republican so¬ 
cialist prisoners sentenced during 
and after late 1984 have been com¬ 
pletely and utterly denied this be¬ 
nefit. 

At present we have 45 prisoners, 
both married and single, in gaols in 
Ireland. Britain and France who 
are receiving absolutely no help at 
all from these people who purport 
to represent all Irish republican 
POWs. Therefore, the onus is on 
our movement to ensure the up¬ 
keep of these men and women and 
also to alleviate the financial strain 
presently burdening these prison¬ 
ers and their families. But, since 
we do not have hundreds of thou¬ 
sands of American dollars flowing 
into our coffers, as others do, we 
must find another alternative. 
Sponsorship is this alternative. 

Each POW is entitled to at least 
one food parcel per week, al¬ 
though this varies from gaol to 
gaol. The parcel usually consists of 
three newspapers, three shampoos 
(sachets) and 21b of fruit. There 
are a few other ‘luxeries’ allowed, 
such as books and magazines, but a 
prisoner who is not receiving 
Green Cross realises that his/her 
family have had enough financial 
worries and will therefore go wi¬ 
thout such ‘luxeries’. It may be 
hard for some people to believe 
that such a meagre amount of 
money can cause such hardship 
and worry to the prisoners and 
their families. But the hardships 
and worry do exist. 

As well as the price of a parcel 
each week, the family must also 
pay the bus fare to and from the 
gaol at least once a week. Again 
this is a small amount, or may seem 
to be to someone who is not trying 
to run a home, feed and clothe 
themselves and their children, all 
on thirty odd pounds a week. If a 
prisoner can be sponsored a lot of 


strain and worry will be lifted off 
his/her shoulders and a lot financial 
worries off the shoulders of the 
family. 

If you undertake to sponsor a pri¬ 
soner, you must not take the deci¬ 
sion lightly. You must be willing to 
finance the prisoner for as long as 
he/she remains in gaol. It will only 
cause more problems if the 
sponsorship money is paid to the 
prisoners’ family erratically. The¬ 
refore, we are appealing only to 
those who have the commitment 
and dedication to see this task th¬ 
rough. Having said all this, the 
price of sponsorship can in no way 
be called exorbitant; £7 per single 
prisoner and £8 per married pri¬ 
soner per week. Correspondence 
between the prisoner and his/her 
sponsor will be encouraged. As 
you can see. the money is not a lot 
to ask for, but the commitment and 
dedication must be genuine. 

Sean P. O’Neill 

Glasgow' IRSP Support Group 
Box 26. 

340 West Princess Street 
Glasgow G4 



Unemployed 

struggles 

Fm writing to thank you for your 
warm message of support to our 
centre. When it w.is read out at our 
members’ meeting it was really 
well received and it now holds 
pride of place among the letters of 
support on our notice board. 

We have now been in occupation 
of the centre for 147 days and mo¬ 
rale is as high ;< ever < >nc of the 
best things abot ne ' vnpation is 
that it has involved ail :he centre’s 
activists in the da\ to d.r. running 
of the Centre and the political 
struggle to save it In short, our 
centre has trulv be. u* a centre 
run bv and campaigning for the 
unemployed. 

Obviously, everybody here has 
learnt through thi^ battle who are 
the principled organisations of the 
left, like Jhr lyumst , and others 
who would rather line up with a 
right-wing council like Camden. 

Once again, thanks for your soli¬ 
darity. 

Mick Cavan 

Camden Unemployed Action 
Centre 



Party 

struggles 

The issue 55 of the paper was great 
and whilst the report on the Foster 
letter was probably the most im¬ 
portant, the one on devolution has 
made the most impact on the few 
sales I make. 

Also, many thanks for recent 
analysis of the struggle in the 
Party. It is years since I have either 
heard or read such a comprehen¬ 
sive report on the Party. 

David Giles 
North West 


Note: Letten have been shortened doe to 
lack of space. For political security we 
have changed certain names, addresses and 
details. 


Write or ring 


If you would like to reply to any of 
these letters, raise questions or 
comment on articles in The Leninist 
please write to The Editor. BCM Box 
928. London WC1N 3XX. Or phone 
us on 01-431 3135. 
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REVIEWS 



War Drive 


To Win a Nuclear War, Michic 
Kaku! Daniel Axelrod , Zed Books 
1987, pp356, £7.95 (p/b). 

AT THE TIME of writing, Reagan 
and Gorbachev have agreed to a 
summit meeting to put the seal on 
nuclear arms reduction. This book, 
To Win a Nuclear War , is therefore 
timely as it shows that war is most 
certainly still the continuation of 
politics by other (violent) means. 
It also proves that there has not 
been a World War III for one rea¬ 
son and one reason alone, the 
strength of the USSR. 

Kaku and Axelord give a full 
and detailed background to post- 
World War II nuclear arms race 
between the USA and the Soviet 
Union. It can well claim, indeed, 
to be the authoritative account of 
US nuclear strategy, based as it is 
on hitherto secret documents re¬ 
leased under the Freedom of Infor¬ 
mation Act. 

They also show that ever since 
the production of the first atomic 
bombs by the ‘Manhattan Project 
group, and even while the USA 


and the USSR where still allies in 
the fight against the Axis powers, 
US presidents have consistently 
contemplated, planned, and both 
implicitly and explicitly threatened 
first use’ of nuclear weapons, and 
indeed a full scale ‘first strike* nu¬ 
clear offensive against the Soviet 
Union. 

In general US war plans of the 
nuclear era can be divided into 
three historical groups, through 
which run the two threads of US 
nuclear strategy: the officially-de¬ 
clared policy of ‘mutual deter¬ 
rence* and the actual, secret, plans 
for launching a nuclear offensive 
against the Soviet Union. 

The first of these is that known 
as Massive Pre-Emption* (1945- 
1960), when US policy was to solve 
the ‘Soviet problem* with initially 
the threat and if necessary the exe¬ 
cution of a massive nuclear attack 
on the USSR, then its occupation 
and dismemberment. A pre-em- 
tive nuclear strike was considered 
feasible because of the Soviet 
Union's inability to carry out a re¬ 
taliatory attack on North America. 

However, should such a first 
strike have been effected, the US 
could not hope to prevent the So¬ 
viet Army overrunning Western 
Europe. Thus, “in effect, one of 
the greatest deterrents against a US 
pre-emptive strike with plutonium 
bombs was the strength and size of 
the socialist bloc.” (p.60) 

The second period is that of 
‘Mutual Assurred Destruction’ 
(1% 1-1974), charecterised by the 
leading power among the socialist 
countries, the USSR, acquiring, 
initially, sufficient long range 
bombers, and later intercontinen¬ 


tal ballistic missiles, to threaten a 
nuclear attack on the USA. Al¬ 
though in this period the USSR 
closed the missile gap, US missiles 
have always remained better pro¬ 
tected (not least the submarine 
missile fleet) and technically far 
superior in terms of accuracy and 
response time. 

In the mid-1970s this period gave 
way to a search by the US for a 
World War III first strike strategy, 
known as ‘Counterforce’. Break¬ 
ing from MAD Carter gave the go- 
ahead to the building of instant 
reaction, super- accurate weapons 
systems. Trident II and the MX are 
all first strike weapons designed to 
destroy both the Soviet Union’s 
leadership and its missiles, leaving 
the USSR helpless and forced to 
capitulate, or face total annihila¬ 
tion with a US second strike; 

Kaku and Axelrod show that 
while the US now' possessed both 
the willingness and the capability 
to carry out a first strike, the deci¬ 
sive deterrent was the knowledge 
that no effective defence existed 
against those Soviet missiles which, 
given the by-now expanded and 
diversified Soviet armoury , would 
inevitably escape any such action. 

However, the Reagan adminis¬ 
tration regards the much-publi¬ 
cised Strategic Defence Initiative 
as the anti-ballistic-missile shield to 
the MX and Trident II first strike 
sword. The US establishment 
seems finally in sight of its perre- 
nial dream: US nuclear superiority 
coupled with invulnerability 

This then is the storv told by 
official documents released from 
the Pentagon, State Department, 
and similar sources. It throws into 


disrepute the traditional interpre¬ 
tations of US foreign policy: the 
official theory (solely for public 
consumption) of mutual deter¬ 
rence, the old lie that the US has 
struggled for peace and freedom 
against that mythical spectre the 
rapacious Russian expansionist 
bear, the CND nonsense that so¬ 
mehow, bad as it may be. US pol¬ 
icy only matches that of the 
Soviets. 

What some have long suspected 
is now confirmed: the nuclear de¬ 
terrent of the USSR, built up th¬ 
rough the sacrifices of the Soviet 
working class, has alone kept the 
peace, has alone prevented the ge- 
nocidal annihilation of the socialist 
countries, has alone kept imperia¬ 
lism at bay. More, the book gives 
overwelming evidence to confirm 
the correctness of the Leninist out¬ 
look: that war can only be ‘off the 
agenda’ if imperialism is overth¬ 
rown. 

This definitive book must rein¬ 
force our grave misgivings about 
the US/Sovict talks on the zero- 
zero option for medium range mis¬ 
siles and 50:50 reductions of stra¬ 
tegic missiles. The proposal to 
remove all short and intermediate 
range missiles from the armouries 
of both superpowers will result in 
the Soviet Union dismantling 683 
missiles, and a maximum of 1.565 
nuclear warheads, in return for the 
US decommisioning of 108 Persh¬ 
ing IIs. 256 ground based cruise 
missiles, anti 72 Pershing Is (ageing 
systems which are controlled 
jointly by Federal Germany and 
the US. the Americans owning the 
warheads) 

Even on a mere headcount, this 


clearly favours the US: amazingly, 
however, this agreement would ig¬ 
nore the French ‘Force du Frappc’ 
with its several squadrons of super¬ 
sonic nuclear-armed bombers, four 
nuclear submarines each with 12 
SLBMs, and above a score of silo 
based IRBMs; as well as the exist¬ 
ing British deterrent of four Polaris 
submarines with 64 SLBMs, and 
the awsome Trident II system, with 
a total of 640 warheads, which arc 
due to replace them iri the 1990s. 

After all, these Western Euro¬ 
pean imperialist weapons are what 
the Soviet SS-20s, and their re¬ 
placements, the SS-24s and 25s. 
were built as a response to. Simi¬ 
larly, a fifty percent reduction in 
ICBMs. which was the US res¬ 
ponse to the Soviet proposal to 
reduce by half all strategic wea¬ 
pons systems, would be a straight¬ 
forward weakening of the Soviet 
Union, since for it ICBMs repre¬ 
sent over 60% of its nuclear strike 
force, while the equivalent figure 
for the United States is a mere 
22%. Thus, either path, if taken, 
would result only in the weakening 
of the socialist countries vis-a-vis 
imperialism, not in some utopian 
dream of an eventually denuclea¬ 
rised’ world. That will only come 
to pass with the complete victory of 
the proletariat on a world scale in 
their class struggle against the de¬ 
caying warmongering bourgeoisie. 
We must not appease imperialism. 
The forthcoming ReaganyGorba- 
chev summit has a disturbing re¬ 
semblance to Munich 1938. 
Certainly any deal will be as worth¬ 
less as Chamberlain’s piece of 
paper. 

Peter Clancy 


Against 
centrist 
hypocrisy, for 
communism 


Proletarian , Selected Articles and 
Correspondence. 60p, pp90 

PROLETARIAN , a sorry group of 
pretentious Soviet-sycophants 
have at long last again ventured 
into print. In 1982 came issue 
number one of their journal. We 
had to wait a full tw f o years until 
number two saw the light of day ... 
and we have yet to see the publica¬ 
tion of the third. 

This autumn saw the publication 
of ... well, not exactly number 
three; not even a 2 x fi % really. The 
Proles have brought out a selection 
of leaflets and letters that they 
have produced over the last two 
years to fill the gap. The pamphlet 
is divided into two sections, imagi¬ 
natively named ‘against right op¬ 
portunism. for unity’ and ‘against 
left opportunism, for unity', being 
respectively directed against the 
Communist Campaign Group- 
IMorning Star and the Scottish 
Communist Republican Party and 
Mosquito Press. 

The declared aim ot Proletarian 
is, by producing a paper aimed at 
advanced workers, to carry out a 
theoretical struggle against oppor¬ 
tunism. A worthy goal. Their prac¬ 
tice differs somewhat, and not only 
in their inability to produce said 
paper. For instance, they complain 
of “underhand administrative and 
organisational manoeuvres on the 
part of [the NCP and CCG] di¬ 
rected against us ranging from de¬ 
nying us entrance to public 
meetings to the recent ruling of 
our resolution on a united com¬ 
munist front out of order by 


Mary Rosser at the 1987 AGM of 
the PPPS.” (p29) Proletarian is a 
group that likes to parade its open¬ 
ness. principles and honesty 
against the troglodytic bureau¬ 
cratic conspirators of the larger 
centrist groupings. 

Yet wc have had experience of 
Proletarian's ‘openness’ and ‘ho¬ 
nesty*. For instance its openness 
did not allow it to admit our com¬ 
rades to its public meetings. And¬ 
ris honesty did not prevent it op¬ 
posing (at this year’s Morning Star 
AGM) a principled resolution on 
class war prisoners - jailed min¬ 
ers, Irish republicans and Broad¬ 
water Farm youth - on the basis 
that the resolution supported riot¬ 
ing! 

This is nothing new. Last year it 
opposed a resolution on Ireland on 
no better grounds than claiming 
that it emanated from The Lenin¬ 
ist. This, remember, from a group 
which claims to support the strug 
gle in Ireland. It also opposed a 
resolution at the same AGM cal¬ 
ling for the Morning Star to sup¬ 
port the concept of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat for the same rea¬ 
son. 

To then turn around and attack 
the CCG, NCP and the Straight 
Leftists for lack of openness, lack 
of honesty, careerism and revisio¬ 
nism - true though this is - is 
hypocrisy of the highest order. 

In reality, the leaders of Proleta¬ 
rian have neither the honesty nor 
the principles to argue their politics 
openly against Leninism. Instead 
they resort to bureaucratic exclu¬ 
sion and cynical ‘red baiting’. This 
is not the ‘advanced theoretical 
struggle’ of which they arrogantly 
boast. It is opportunist cowardice. 

Far from the “basic contradic¬ 
tion at work [in the British com¬ 
munist movement being] between 
petty bourgeois and proletarian 
interests which finds its clearest ex¬ 
pression in the demarcation 
between Proletarian and Eurocom- 
munism”(pl). Proletarian is the 
product ot the same disease as Eu¬ 
rocommunism. Both arc part ol 
the problem and not the solution. 


Far from being communist revo¬ 
lutionaries, these frauds have 
openly opposed principled resolu¬ 
tions, standing with the chauvinist 
Morning Star Management Com¬ 
mittee because of a sectarian fear 
of the politics of Leninism. 

Proletarian is nothing more and 
nothing less than a shallow apolo¬ 
gia for the politics of the world 
communist movement, not least its 
leading party the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union: “the Soviet 
Communist Party has, overall, de¬ 
fended the principles of Marxism- 
Leninism and in fact remained 
their chief custodian ... Marxism- 
Leninism has always maintained 
predominance in the world com¬ 
munist movement, notwithstand¬ 
ing its various weaknesses and 
shortcomings in leadership.” 
(pp38 and 71) 

Can we assume that ‘various 
weaknesses and shortcomings in 
leadership’ refers to the Italian, 
Spanish, British. Irish, French, 
Chinese, Albanian and so on ad 
nauseum ? Or maybe it means the 


more ‘mainstream pro- Soviet’ par¬ 
ties. in which case perhaps the 
‘weaknesses’ referred to are the 
liquidation of the Communist 
Party of Poland and the murder of 
its leading cadre by that ‘main cus¬ 
todian of Marxism-Leninism’, the 
CPSU, or the massacre by the 
leaders of the C'PSU of Lenin's 
‘Old Bolsheviks'. Perhaps another 
‘shortcoming’ of a certain 
leadership was the Tudeh Party ot 
Iran lining up the Iranian working 
class for defeat and counterrevolu¬ 
tionary terror after both 1953 and 
1979, again w ith CPSU approval. 

We could go on providing 
examples of ‘weaknesses and 
shortcomings’. On and on and on, 
in fact, as they tend to be the rule 
in many, many cases, rather than 
the exception. Is this an illustration 
of principled Marxist-Leninists me¬ 
rely throwing an occasional wob¬ 
bly? Only absolute rogues or those 
with faith for brains could argue 
so. These are examples of the grip 
that opportunism has on our world 
movement, opportunism to which 


Proletarian is blind precisely be¬ 
cause it is us much a product of it as 
is Eurocommunism. 

Because Proletarian cuts its cloth 
to suit the leadership of the CPSU. 
we can only wonder where present 
moves in the Soviet Union will 
take it; ie. offers by Gorbachev to 
stitch up deals with Reagan on ‘in¬ 
ternational hot spots’, or the 
CPSU’s rapprochement with the 
virulently pro-imperialist Com¬ 
munist Party of Italy. 

Possibh it will meekly swing 
along behind this rightward lurch. 
Alternatively, this unstable grou- 
plet. which retains its unity only 
through failing to put its eclectic 
ideas into print, may shatter on the 
jagged rocks of the real world. 
This uncertainty must explain the 
failure to publish Proletarian 5. 

One thing that we can be sure of, 
whether or not Proletarian 3 ever 
appears on the bookstands, is that 
living fossils such as these are part 
of the old decrepit order, offering 
no answers. 

Sean Quinn 
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rough the medium of political Strug 
being a political struggle through 

m The lame interconnection of t hc economy 
and the political will undoubtedly be . n^ 

the coming general crisis. Indee j ea( j 

1987 crash, whatever it does or docS " , 

to, must be looked at both m economic and 

political terms. . h k 

Even before the first major economic shock 
wave (more unemployment and bankruptcies; 
some political effects from October are al¬ 
ready clear to see. Big Bang 1987was^ very 
very different from the Big Bang 1986. It only 
took 24 hours to shatter the myth that British 
capitalism was on the threshold of a new pn 
vatised’ golden age. The new stock market 
Big Bang has seen the government s BP sen- 
off reduced to the level of farce. The Thatche- 
rniddle class could only watch in inl¬ 
and dumb amazement as their shares 
are mortgaged to the hut 
and growing unemployment among them will 
create an embittered stratum of middle class 
poor. Where now Thatchers tarnished spirit 
of enterprise and the property and share own¬ 
ing democracy? 

The Tories are not alone in suffering the tall 
out from the immediate political effects of Big 
Bang 1987. They arc not alone in having BP 
shares held against their political record. 
Where now Gould's ‘shares for all Labou¬ 
rism. His and Kinnock’s attempt to steal the 


duce a parody of Marxism. And it certainly is 
a parody of Marxism to suggest that what has 
just happened is merely the end of a pre-1870s 
ten year type business cycle. 

Capitalism might have experienced cco 
nomic downturns in the 1950s and 60s but this 
was against an overall backdrop of unprece¬ 
dented growth and prosperity which lasted for 
an unprecedented length of time. The general 
crises of industrial capitalism were short, 
sharp shocks. The relative value wiped out 
during their brief course docs not compare 
with 1875-93 let alone the bloody agonies and 
horrors of 1914-48. 

The long drawn out period of chronic de¬ 
pression of 1875-93 gave way to a sustained 
period of economic growth. The world eco¬ 
nomy was plunged into general crisis, in a 
sense prematurely, through the outbreak of 
World War I. Although this reflected cco- rite new 
nomic contradictions the actual economic ef- potent 
fects of the crisis reflected the prematurity by plummeted. They 
developing very unevenly, that is until the 
1929 crash. 

In its wake 40% of US and 30% of the 
world's GNP was wiped out. Contrast this to 
the post-World War II period. Between 1948 
and 1973 the US only experienced a drop in 
GNP three times, and then the greatest fall 
was only 1.6%. Western Europe fared even 
better. Throughout the 1950s and 60s the re¬ 
gion as a whole only experienced growth. The 
downturns were downturns in economic 
growth. Clearly this was not a continuation of 
general crisis but a boom. Nevertheless the 
1914-48 general crisis and the long boom of 
the 1950s and 60s carries within it the germ of 
a crisis which w ill dwarf all others. 

Final Crisis? 

Genuine communists know that Marxism does 
not promise a safe, comfortable life style a* 
does cocksure petty bourgeois punditry. 

Neither do we deal in the certitude of self 
serving centrist soothsaying (this can at best 
only defend the status quo). The working 
class must face up to the future understanding 
full w'ell the inevitability of crises under capi¬ 
talism. TTiis does not mean, though, that wt 
make up fairy stories about the final crisis ol 
capitalism. 

Frankly it is too early to say with am suret\ 
whether or not October s stock market crash 
will directly lead to a full scale general crisis«>f 
capitalism. Naturally that does not mean wi 
have nothing to say. Far from it. But we arc 
first and foremost interested in what is. not 
certainly for its ow n sake. 

The symptoms of general crisis stagnant 
and falling production, rock bottom rates of 
profit and interest, and the bursting of the 
credit system - w ill only appear after the gene¬ 
ral crisis has begun. Only when we see such 
features of crisis can we start talking about 
general crisis. This is something those at pre¬ 
sent churning out both apologetic and apoca¬ 
lyptic articles would do well to remember. 

It is quite possible that this time round a 
stock market crash need not lead to a general 
crisis and slump. Remember that the stock 
exchange is not as central to capitalism as it 
was in the 1920s. Even with privatisation the 
state and state monoploy capital is the centre 
of gravity in the imperialist economy. 

So without down playing the October crash 1 

caution and serious thinking is the order of the l,Ur 1 
day. Capitalism can temporarily avoid a 
slump through massive governmental and ^ ors 
quasi-governmental intervention. Reagan has 1 K s 
dumped promised tax cuts and promised to !f 
throw in unlimited money to shore up the su "° 
system. This represents a dual promise of unen 
knocking down the world economy’s growth stanc 
rate and a further stretching of the credit 
system, something which, of course, carries Icm P 
the risk of provoking either stagnation or even P° ml 
hyper- inflation and the plunging of the whole 
system into crisis. stress 

There are some who want to have their cake 
and eat when dealing with the coming general Wo t 
crisis. They want it to come — after all why be 
a communist of any sort if you think capita- It wa: 
lism’s crisis can be overcome without crisis. 1929 < 

Yet at the same time they inisist that because the rc 
imperialism no longer has colonies on which linkec 
to shift the burden of the crisis, a redivisionist world 
war is no longer possible. news 

This is not just plain silly, it disarms the across 
working class. The US has never had any opene 
significant number of colonies. This did not pest I 
stop it fighting and winning two world w'ars, Hong 
let alone its threat to launch a third. No, the follow 
last general crisis of capitalism has importam The 
lessons for us today. Not least that this was crash 
not only a period of economic but political Mond; 
crisis which began with world war and was went c 
more or less ended with world war. Although as big 
it had its roots in purely economic develop- day. / 
ments, the last general crisis developed th- turned 


A LL AGREE October's stock market 
crash will go down in history. But what 
as? A necessary readjustment or a 
1929 type big bang? For the Islington 
stripped pine brigade who write for Marxist)] 
Today the 1929 parallel is being poo-pooed. l> 
this because Marxism Today had jusi 
launched a ‘city supplement* for its share buy¬ 
ing readership? There might be an element ol 
truth in this. But surely the main reason is 
1 ideological. 

The Marxism Today right Eurocommunist 
faction does not think crisis and capitalism go 
hand in hand. In November’s issue John 
Grahl writes that “October 1987 is not a re¬ 
turn to October 1929 ... largely because of 
the stabilising role of big government”. All 
that the city needs is “re-regulation”. How 
reassuring. 

There are always equally wrong but oppo¬ 
site views. On the other side of the opportun¬ 
ist coin was the New Worker of October 30. It 
attempted to reassure its readers with the cer¬ 
tainty that ‘last week's crash is not just going 
to match the 30s, its going to be worse.* 

Naturally we must, in contrast to the right¬ 
ists in the workers’ movement, use the Oc¬ 
tober crash to point out the inherent 
instability of capitalism. This is correct, and 
w'hen one considers the yuppification of Euro¬ 
communism and Labourism, timely. Ne¬ 
vertheless, reading the various opinions 
offered about October’s crash, it must be said 
that most of the revolutionary left, like the 
centrist authors of the New Worker . seem to 
have forgotten nothing and learned nothing. 

Many a Trotskvite journal has. for 
example, combined a dull sermon about the 
evils of capitalism with an unrestrained whoop 
of joy. Like one w ho sees another opportunity 
to claim the validity of their oft made and 
never fulfilled prophecy, the left Cassandras 
have again been full of themselves with roof 
top self-satisfaction and self-congratulation. 

Every year since 1945, Gerry Healy and 
Ted Grant have been saying, like the leader ol 
some religious sect predicting the end of the 
world, that the crash is just around the comer. 
Wc say demagogy it was and demagogy it is. 
The vain self-satisfaction and self-congratula¬ 
tion of these epigones of Leon Trotsky is no 
substitute for scientific analysis. Such prophe¬ 
cies are no more scientifically based than 
those of Priam’s daughter. The official 
world communist movement is little better. In 
fact in some ways it is worse than the 
Trotskyite latter day saints and left reformist 
moralistic utopian socialists like Benn and 
Livingstone. 

Although pointing out that capitalism is 
inherently prone to crisis, no revolutionary 
perspectives for overthrowing it are provided. 
Bourgeois observers commented favourably 
on the ‘mature* response to October's crash 
by Gorbachev. The world communist move¬ 
ment has in recent years clearly moved further 
to the right. Its theory, which insists that capi¬ 
talism has been in uninterrupted general crisis 
since 1914, has been a result of this long 
drawn out process. 

According to mainstream centrism, general 
crisis is the period of capitalism's collapse. 
The period since 1914 is better described in 
our view as the epoch of capitalism's deca¬ 
dence, an epoch of wars and revolutions. The 
idea that capitalist general crisis could be 
uninterupted was not Marx's invention. He 
located the general crises of capitalism within 
its economic cycle. For Marx the general crisis 
was the violent, self-adjusting mechanism 
which capitalism uses to end its over-accumu¬ 
lation of capital, each crisis always forming 
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Because capitalism is unable to sustain its 
profit rates there has been a flight of capital 
into speculation. In Britain the results of this 
parasitism arc easy to see. Once the workshop 
of the world, it now imports more industrial 
products than it exports and its index of indus¬ 
trial production has only just reached the 1979 
level. 

The US has also been negatively 
transformed. Once the world's largest credi¬ 
tor it is now the largest debtor. All it took for 
Wall Street, the supreme institution of capital¬ 
ist speculative wealth and power, to go into a 
precipitous meltdown, was marginally higher 


Federal German interest rates and another set 
of rather gloomy US trade figures. 

Of course, these were only triggers. The 
fundamental reason for the stock market 
crash are the contradictions within the capital¬ 
ist system itself. It is truly like the sorcerer’s 
apprentice. It has conjured up the scientific 
and technological revolution but it cannot 
control what it has produced with its spells. In 
the words of the Communist Manifesto the 
“conditions of bourgeois society are too 
narrow to comprise the wealth created by 
them.” (pp. 15) The history of the last decade 
has above all been the history of the revolt of 
the modern productive forces against the 
existing property relations over which the 
bourgeoisie rules. 

It is vital therefore to go beyond using the 
October crash simply as a stick with which to 
beat Margaret Thatcher. Brian Gould and the 
share buying editors of Marxism Today. We 
must concentrate our energies primarily on 
developing a rigourous analysis which puts 
October’s stockmarket meltdown into historic 
and scientific context. Without the fight for 
theoretical clarity nothing serious can be 
mounted in the way of resistance, certainly 
without a firm grasp of the mechanisms at 
work in society nothing serious in the way of 
revolutionary practice can result. 

l ew it any on the revolutionary left have 
adopted this approach. What has been on 
offer is a combination of childish self-justifica¬ 
tion and totally superficial doom-mongering. 

We must quickly dismiss attempts to 
transpose October 1987 onto October 1929. 
Those who do so simply because we have seen 
a stock market crash are very wrong. The 
crash led world capitalism to the depth of 
its 1914-48 general crisis The period we arc 
now m might be the beginning of a new genc- 
ral crisis, it is. though, hardly its nadir. Those 
who have insisted that what wc have seen is 
another 1929 can only do so on the basis of 
idealism 

It is equally idealist to say that October 
1987 was an 1825. an 1867, a 1953, or a 1960. 
To suggest it was is sheet stupidity revealing 
an utter inability to grasp real historical laws 
and development Things should not be seen 
to he endlessly repeating themselves, society 
must be understood in its motion, dialectically 
and historically, not mechanically. There is 
obviously repetition within social develop¬ 
ment. After all. capitalism dev clops on the 
basis of a cycle. Yet society in general deve¬ 
lops like an expanding spiral creating ever 
wider and more complex phenomena. 

So although there is the appearance of 
simple repetition, in fact each repetition con¬ 
tains an upward and wider motion. This can 
be seen all too clearly when we look at capita¬ 
lism s general crises They are occurring far 
less frequently but last far longer and are far 
more devastating. It docs not take a genius to 
work this out. 

Capitalism obviously develops through a 
cycle of boom, pre-crisis and crisis. Broadly 
what these various phases of the cycle repre¬ 
sent is a constantly rising rate of profit 
(boom), a growing mass of profit but a declin¬ 
ing rate of profit (pre-crisis) and finally a de¬ 
cline in the mass of profit and interest rates 
(crisis). If we look back to the cradle of capi¬ 
talism in Britain, when it alone constituted the 
capitalist world* economy we can see cyclical 
crises occuring every five years This has now 
been drawn out by a factor of eight and globa¬ 
lised. 

This should have provoked far reaching 
theoretical research from those who called 
themselves Marxist’ theoreticians. Unfortu¬ 
nately most refused to see the boom of the 
1950s and 60s - even though they lived th¬ 
rough it - because capitalism was, according 
to their theory, in general crisis. Those who 
dared admit capitalism had somehow survived 
the trauma of 1929 and World War II con¬ 
cocted truly awful and eclectic explanations, 
the SWP’s discredited and quietly buried 
theory of the permanent arms economy being 
a prime example. 

Capitalism boomed after World War II be¬ 
cause the US at last managed to exert its 
world hegemony and reconstruct the world 
economy in its own image. This allowed an 
unprecedented boom which was greatly ex¬ 
tended, not through the expansionary effects 
of trade union militancy, national liberation 
victories and the spread of socialism, or some 
such nonsense, but through an enormous ex¬ 
pansion of the credit system. 

Credit where credit is due 

Capitalism must expand in order to survive. 
More and more capital must be accumulated. 
The nature of the profit system dictates this. 
Capitalist accumulation is like a labour of 
Sisyphus, livery capitalist must never en¬ 


dingly strive to put onto the market the grea¬ 
test possible amount of commodities, and this 
demands more and more capital - it is this or 
certain bankruptcy. 

The striving for profits never endingly de¬ 
mands increased productivity and new techni¬ 
ques of production. As sure as night follows 
day this leads to the sort of overproduction of 
capital we see today when an ever expanding 
mass of capital is finding it ever more difficult 
to realise its surplus value in a market satu¬ 
rated with commodities. 

The overproduction of capital also means 
the rate of profit tends to fall. Why? Because 
living labour is the source of all surplus value. 
The decline of living labour, i.e workers’ la¬ 
bour power employed, relative to dead la¬ 
bour. i.e machinery, buildings and raw 
materials, causes the rate of profit (a con¬ 
verted form of surplus value) to fall. In Grun - 
dmse Marx called this “in every respect the 
most important law of modern political eco¬ 
nomy.” (p. 748) 

Marx noted the fact that until the market 
had become completely saturated with com¬ 
modities this tendency for the rate of profit to 
fall could be partially offset through increas¬ 
ing the exploitation of the working class, but 
mainly through the extension of the credit 
system, which Marx called the main lever 
which capitalism uses to extend its cycle. The 
fetter put on capitalist self-expansion by the 
tendency for the rate of profit to fall is 
“constantly broken through by the credit 
system” (K Marx, Capital Vol III, p441). 

Since the termination of the gold/dollar ex¬ 
change system in 1971, credit has become 
truly global, truly interdependent and truly a 
house of cards. The money markets in Lon¬ 
don. New York and Tokyo now r stand as a 
series of props which keep the capitalist 
system from collapsing into general crisis 
siump. 

The ability of these centres to do this is 
based solely on 'fictitious capital' — stocks, 
bonds and shares, whose call on existing 
wealth relies on nothing more than an 
accumulation of claims on future profits. 
Under conditions where the rate of profit is 
declining, where capitalism is heading towards 
crisis, fictitious capital grows extraordinarily 
fast in a series of speculative booms. Yet be¬ 
cause of its lack of intrinsic value, the entire 
credit system is, as we saw in October, ex¬ 
traordinarily fragile, nervous and prone to 
panic selling. 

Since the late 1960s capitalism again en¬ 
tered the intermediate phase of its cycle 
between boom and slump, the phase of declin¬ 
ing profit rates, overproduction and specula¬ 
tion, featuring the stretching of the credit 
system to its limits. 

One study has estimated the rate of profit in 
l : S manufacturing fell from a peak, in 1965, of 
36% to 10% in 1980. During the same period 
in Federal Germany it went down from 20% 
to 10% and in Japan from 40% to 14%. Un¬ 
dynamic Britain only had a profit rate of 10% 
in 1965 and this had been reduced to a misera¬ 
ble 3% in 1980 - and though the Thatcher 
years undoubtedly saw a rise (perhaps to 1973 
ievcls) - it must again be falling. 

Within this phase economic upturns be¬ 
come ever more fleeting and economic down¬ 
turns ever longer, deeper and more 
intractable. This means that in order to sur¬ 
vive and keep the mass of profits up, capita¬ 
lism seeks to raise the rate of exploitation. It 
also turns to the export of capital to find new 
markets. Part and parcel of this, and in an 
effort to curb open competition, the process 
of centralisation and concentration of produc¬ 
tion is dramatically increased. Throughout the 
capitalist world mergers and takeovers are 
taking place at a staggering rate. Capitalism 
has reduced itself to the omnipotent rule of a 
score or two giant transnational corporations 
and a dozen or so giant banks. The fundamen¬ 
tal contradiction of the capitalist order, 
between social production and private expro¬ 
priation, has reached its highest expression. 

Next time 

Capitalism has always had its ups and downs, 
but what we are moving out of and what we 
are heading towards have developed the basic 
crisis mechanisms of competitive industrial 
capitalism in the 19th centrury onto a truely 
monstrous scale. Even if October's crash 
leads to only a partial crisis, like the 1974 and 
1979 recessions, it heralds a general crisis of 
deeper and more extensive proportions than 
the general crisis of 1914-48. 

Although the credit system has allowed 
booms to reach unprecedented highs for un¬ 
precedented periods there has been a price to 
pay. The subsequent general crisis reaches 
unprecedented depths and lasts for unprece¬ 


dented lengths of time. Thus the last general 
crisis spanned three decades and included the 
crash of 1929. It was only resolved by World 
War II which redivided the world and created 
the conditions which allowed capitalism to 
enjoy the long boom of the 1950s ana oOs. 

Why arc we so certain that the next general 
crisis will be even more destructive? Simply 
because slumps develop in reverse proportion 
to the previous boom, and the long boom of 
the 1950s and 60s was unprecedented in its 
height and duration. Moreover under mono¬ 
polistic, imperialistic capitalism the business 
cycle has not just been developed quantitivcly 
but also qualitatively. The cycle which was 
first spread from five to ten years and then 
from ten to thirty years now goes hand in hand 
with redivisionist war. 

The reason for this lies in capitalism's une¬ 
ven development. In the capitalist system in¬ 
dividual companies, branches of industry and 
countries develop unevenly and through a 
business cycle of booms and slumps. Under 
imperialism, when the world has effectively 
been divided, commodities simply cannot find 
markets. This poses the necessity for the vio¬ 
lent entry into closed markets through war, 
and the destruction of antagonistic capital. 

Thus where industrial (pre-imperialist) ca¬ 
pitalism developed through a cycle of booms 
and crises of overproduction, imperialism 
adds to this wars of redivision as a necessary 
and inevitable feature of capitalism’s mecha¬ 
nism. Capitalism has therefore not only be¬ 
come a fetter on the full development of 
productive forces but threatens to plunge all 
of humanity into the most devastating war 
imaginable. The 1987 crash can only exacer¬ 
bate the drift towards war. 

Underneath the Gatt, Nato. and OECD 
cooperation, growing antagonistic inter-impe¬ 
rialist contradictions are brewing. The unity 
of the world market now has a question mark 
over it. Three competitive imperialist trade 
blocks/military alliances arc beginning to 
crystallise around the US. the European Com¬ 
munity and Japan. US over-importing and 
Japan and Federal Germany’s over-exporting 
is destroying the equilibrium of the post-1945 
world economy. As Japan waxes the US 
wanes. 

The dollar is no longer the world currency it 
was. The breaking of its link with gold in 1971 
saw to that and led to the breakdown of the 
Bretton Woods system in which the rates of 
exchange between the currencies of the capi : 
talist states were fixed in relationship to the 
dollar. This was the beginning of the end of 
the US position as a ‘super’ imperialist power. 

Its truly gigantic endemic budget deficits 
were meant to be overcome through the 50% 
cut in the value of the dollar and a drive for 
exports. This further heightened inter-impe¬ 
rialist antagonisms. It was in an attempt to 
manage these antagonisms that the Louvre 
agreement was w'orked out. Under it the 
world’s major capitalist governments were 
meant to intervene to let the dollar decline in 
a controlled way. It did not work. Other im¬ 
perialist countries, in particular Federal Ger¬ 
many, could not afford it to work. It has 
actively intervened to prevent cheap US 
goods undercutting German goods in the 
world market by keeping up interest rates and 
buying dollars to keep its price up. The US 
deficit has not been substantially reduced. 
And because of this the dollar’s slide has con¬ 
tinued and led to the effective breakdown of 
the Louvre agreement. 

Sooner or later Japan and the other more 
dynamic capitalist powers will be unable to 
patch up another compromise with the US. 
The need to survive will overcome the need to 
cooperate. And when peaceful compromise 
becomes impossible jaw-jaw will become war- 
war. Inter-capitalist contradictions will in turn 
produce protectionism, trade war and finally a 
shooting war to open up markets, either 
against other imperialist powers, or the social¬ 
ist countries, or both. So the world capitalist 
economy is not hale and hearty, it is sick, 
moribund and beginning to-stink of war. 

In our view the main danger of w’ar,- unlike 
during the 1914-48 general crisis, comes from 
the 'have’ powers, like the US and Britain, 
not the ‘have not’ powers like Japan and Fe¬ 
deral Germany. The epicentre of the October 
crash w>as quite clearly Wall Street. Reaga¬ 
nomics is now' officially dead and buried. But 
the US anti-Soviet war drive lives. The bitch is 
on heat (Brecht). Star Wars will not be 
grounded by the stock market crash, it will be 
fuelled by it. The US. for so long the power 
house of the world economy, is attempting to 
offset its crisis by orchestrating a redivisionist 
anti-Soviet war drive. 

Appeasement will not slop it. only revolu¬ 
tion can. 

Jack Conrad 
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IRAN AND REVOLUTION 


Iran’s war is reactionary. No support for Khomeini 


behind the Peronists. 

The political crisis which arose 
could hardly have done so if the 
junta had won the war. Instead, its 
hold over the masses would have 
been immeasurably strengthened. 
By defeating Britain it would have 
been in a much more assertive po¬ 
sition in the region, able to then 
contemplate aggression and expan¬ 
sion at the expense of, say. Chile. 

In reality, it was the defeat of the 
junta which unleashed the raw ma¬ 
terial of revolution in Argentina. 
What prohibited this was the ab¬ 
sence of a party which could have 
given a lead to the anger and aspi¬ 
rations ol the masses, the Com¬ 
munist Party of Argentina 
unfortunately having a similar line 
to the RCP. The crisis caused by 
defeat, utilised by a genuinely re¬ 
volutionary communist party, 
could have taken Argentina to re¬ 
volution. 

Joining up 

Possibly the single most suspect 
facet of support for Khomeini is its 
implications for revolutionaries in 
Iran. Should Kurdish peshmergas 
fighting the regime instead stand 
shoulder to shoulder with the pas- 
daran Should communist mili¬ 
tant in factories in Tehran join up 
or. popular front style, campaign 
to boost productivity tor the war 


HE GULF 


is the main 

■ focal point of wars and 
revolutions in the 
world. The seven year 
Iran/Iraq war is, whirlpool style, 
dragging the other states in the re¬ 
gion into the conflict, along with 
the major imperialist powers, not 
least the US which has massed its 
biggest fleet since the Vietnam 
war. 

The reaction of many British left 
groups has been not only to cor¬ 
rectly call for the defeat of imperia¬ 
lism in the Gulf, but to infer that 
this necessitates support for Iran. 
The Revolutionary Communist 
Party justifies its support for Iran 
on the basis that it is a “third 
world nation” (sic), while Socialist 
Action's Brian (God is great) Gro¬ 
gan and the surreal News Line, 
(God holds the purse strings) both 
believe that the Iranian regime is 
somehow progressive, and not only 
support Khomeini against Reagan 
hut also against Saddam. 

In general, but not exclusively, 
communists take a definite side in 
such conflicts - with the oppressed 
nation. But this is, as Lenin argued 
at the second congress of the Com¬ 
munist International, conditional 
on the nature of its leadership: 
“the Communist Party, as the 
avowed champion of the proleta¬ 
riat to overthrow the bourgeois 
yoke, must base its policy, in the 
national question too. not on abs¬ 
tract and formal principles but. 
First, on a precise appraisal of thi 
specific historical situation and, 
primarily, of economic condi¬ 
tions; secondly, on a clear distinc¬ 
tion between the interests of the 
oppressed classes, of working and 
exploited people, and the general 
concept of national interests as a 
whole, which implies the interests 
of the ruling class”. ( Theses. Reso¬ 
lutions and Manifestos of the hirst 
Four Congresses of the Third Inter¬ 
national. p77) 

Comintern supported liberation 
movements which were led by 
bourgeois democrats only so far as 
they genuinely struggled for demo¬ 
cracy against imperialism, and the¬ 
refore had a progressive role to 
play. 

Lenin stressed this in the report 
of the Commission on the National 
and Colonial Questions at the 
same congress: ”... we, as com¬ 
munists, should and will support 
bourgeois liberation movements 
in the colonies only when they arc 
genuinely revolutionary, and wher 
their exponents do not hinder out 
work in educating and organising 
the peasantry and the broad mas?, 
of the exploited in a revolutionary 
spirit.” Do you hear this WRP 
(News Line), RCP et al? Do you 
feel that this is what Khomeini is 
doing? 

Again, we refer back to Lenin 
who, speaking on the unequivo¬ 
cally reactionary nature of the stra¬ 
tum that the RCP, WRP etc would 
have us cheer on, emphasised “the 
need for a struggle against the 
clergy and other influential, reac¬ 
tionary and medieval elements in 
the backward countries ... the 
need to combat Pan-Islamism and 
similar trends* which strive to 
combine the liberation movement 


Someone should take David 
\ Sullivan, owner of the trash 
rag Sunday Sport, aside and 
have a quiet word. After all. 
Mary Rosser for the Manage¬ 
ment Committee of the 
Morning Star recently put I 
her hand on her heart (which ! 
was somewhere near her wal¬ 
let at the time) and told sup¬ 
porters of the paper that 
Farringdi 


Road had not 
been sold to the disreputable 
bourgeois wide-boy. Sulli¬ 
van. Now wc learn from the 
Financial Times that Sullivan 
has sold this budding, which 
he does not own. for a coo! 
LI million profit. Obviously, 
this is a very confused man: 
the alternative, that Rosser 
actually told supporters of 
the paper a lie, is, of course, 
just too fantastic to believe. 


The petty bourgeois left says victory to Iran 

Today, the mullahs do not serve anti-imperialist aspira 
a popular anti-colonial movement Iranian masses, aspirat 
but the Iranian state itself. The theocracy would be ur 
reactionary role of the clergy is Fill. In short, that vietc 
amplified in proportion to the mcim would fuel re 
power it now wields. Iran 

This was highlighted by a repre- ‘RCP watchers’ ami 
sentative of the Organisation of find this position far 
Revolutionary Workers of Iran identical to that adv; 
(Rah-e Kargar) in an interview in during the Malvinas w 
The Leninist (issue 54). “Marx- Britain succeed in club 
ism” the comrade said “ analyses slave back into sub mi: 
the anti-imperialist struggle from a probably lead to the 
class point of view. This includes tieri. We may be sure 
the anti-imperialist struggle. That replaced by a ruler eve 
force is anti- imperialist which is vile to the demands of b 
not against the working class ... If ist masters and. in i 
a regime, no matter how 'anti-im- these demands, even 
perialist’ in what it savs and does. cive towards the masse: 
is at the same time destroying the victory would mean e 
organisations of the working class imperialist control u> 
in that country, then that regime tina, and more pover 
does not deserve the support of and murder for its peopl 
communists.” “On the other hand ; 

The Khomeini regime represents Britain in the Sout 
the most reactionary sections of would be the best res 
Iranian society the feudal clergy. masses of Argentina .. 
the ‘Black Hundreds' of the he:- would be a tremendou 
bolluhlpusdiiran and the grasping, the anti-imperialist si 
corrupt bazaar bourgeois, their would create condition 
hankering alter the ‘golden age of the working class cuul 
Islam' entails the smashing of the first time, take the lead i 
working class, the virtual enslave- ing imperialism. Thi 
ment of women, the total liquida- would not he slow in ex 
tion of democracy and the casting aside those bou 
suffocation of the limited gains of ers who try to exploit 
the 1979 revolution. imperialist sentiment 

The RCP, for instance, can play masses to strengthen the 
word games all it likes, claim that ing position with the inq 
the slogan‘victory to Iran'does not (The Malvinas are A 

really mean victory to Khomeini, Mike Freeman, 1982, pi 

but victory to the Iranian people. As we know, the 
This semantic idealism is hardly a Argentina made nonsei 
‘precise appraisal of the historical RCPs wishful thinking, 

situation'. We must say their slo- oism that the junta had 

gan, concretely, does mean victory to whip up around its 

to Khomeini - a victory which disintegrated with defeat 

runs absolutely contrary to the moral authority to can 

needs of the Iranian working class fight at home and fell a 

and oppressed peoples. created a crisis in Argei 

i r ciety, offering the poten 

The lessons oj (he dependent working cla 

Met Ivin ns war But ’ because of the abs 

n . . r revolutionary party politi 

support rite RCP argue that a defeat tor pendenl )rom ^ y h [ 

imperialism would unleash the workina class or 


Confidence in the Morning 
Star/CCG faction must have 
been given a real boost bv 
Karl Dallas’ announcement 
in the paper ’s letters page that 
he and a group of other 
‘Communist Christians' plan 
to pray for god's intervention 
against the Euros. Ciood 
thinking. After all, on the 
verge of its split without inter¬ 
national support, no ideolog¬ 
ical unity and with a distinct 
lack oj enthusiasm from Ken 
Gill. Bert Ramelson and 
Jack Caster, how can the 
CCG possibly succeed wi¬ 
thout a miracle? 


The CPGB Executive, to 
mark the retirement from the 
NUM of comrade Mick Mc- 
Gahey , has produced Mick's 
Story, or ‘the Thoughts of 
Chairman Mick’ as it is 
known. Unfortunately , 
Mick’s thoughts have trouble 
stretching over the four pages 
of this A4 broadsheet. And 
there’s not many of his own 
thoughts there either. 
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For a Leninist Party! 


I PARTY PIECES 



Jacques and Carter: the 'new' old ideas of Eurocommunism have failed. Make way for the new! 


A recent exchange between representatives of the Cuban and Soviet 
Communist parties, which appeared in the Soviet magazine New 
Times , makes interesting reading. The Soviet writer Vladislav 
Chirkov criticised the state of the Cuban economy and even went 
so far as to claim that the government is spending amounts on 
armaments way out of proportion to the country’s real needs! 
Comrade Rafael Rodriguez replied for the Cuban CP in a 
measured but biting piece which claims that Chirkov has 
“succumbed to the temptation to repeat the generalities of US 
Cubanologists”. The Cuban comrade also explained (as if 
explanation were necessary) why tiny Cuba, with US imperialism 
just 90 miles across the water, feels the need of strong defences. In 
opposition to most of the socialist countries, Cuba is currently 
emphasising centralised planning and “revolutionary morality” to 
vitalise its economy. This explains the growing tensions between 
Cuba and the Gorbachev leadership in the USSR, which 
emphasises the profit motive and is set on appeasing the US 
warmonger. 

Arthur Scargill's decision to resign from his post 
as NUM President and seek re-election and a 
fresh mandate is to be welcomed. We are in 
favour of elections. Indeed we stand on the 
principle that all functionaries in the 
working class movement should be subject 
to recall at any time. While Arthur is 
unwilling to stand on this platform, his 
declared willingness to regularly submit 
himself to election is a step forward. The 
rightwing of the union has been thrown off 
balance by Scargill’s move, but there are 
rumours that the Furocommunists, who 
have some influence in sections of the union I 



T he crisis in the Communist 
Party of Great Britian is 
not over. Those who nai¬ 
vely think that the 40th 
Congress of our Party will create 
the conditions where peace will 
reign in our ranks are mistaken. 
True, the Morning Star/Commun¬ 
ist Campaign Group faction is al¬ 
most certain to set itself up as an 
NCP Mark II — but the Party crisis 
was never about the future of the 
Morning Star. The Party crisis was 
and is a crisis of opportunism. 

This crisis is world wide. In the 
capitalist countries the world com¬ 
munist movement is becoming in¬ 
creasingly social democratised. In 
the socialist countries - where the 
working class does not rule in a 
direct way — the bureaucracy has 
become a fetter on the full deve¬ 
lopment of the forces of produc¬ 
tion. 

But as the old goes into crisis, 
the new comes forth to provide the 
working class with the answ-ers it 
needs. What is needed is revolu¬ 
tion. in the capitalist countries so¬ 
cial revolution, in the socialist 
countries real political revolutions. 

In Britain The Leninist - the 
fortnightly paper of the Leninists 
of the CPGB - has intransigent^ 
stood for this perspective against 
opportunism in all its forms. We 
say only Marxism-Leninism can 
lead the working class to the con¬ 
quest of state power. Opportunism 
is useless. 

The working class in Britain has 
been blooded by Thatcher, it has 
not been bowed. It does not need a 
Communist Party to follow' the 
lead of the Goulds and I lammonds 
of Labourism. It does not need a 
neo-Fabian think tank. It does not 
need opportunist defeatism. 

What it needs is a Communist 
Party to lead a concerted counter 
attack against the bosses, a Com¬ 
munist Party to shift the balance of 
class forces in our country towards 
the workers, a Communist Parly 
which can act as a general staff in 
the struggle for state power. 

Our CPGB can and must be re- 
forged so it can lead the working 
class in Britian to revolution. To 
move forward to this future re¬ 
quires the ideological defeat of all 
forms of opportunism. We must 
win advanced workers to reject all 
notions that socialism can conic 
peacefully through parliament. 

The ruling class will never give 
up its power and wealth without a 
bitter fight. We must, as Marx 


said, crush the dictatorship of capi¬ 
tal, with the dicatorship of the pro¬ 
letariat. 

The opportunist factions have 
had their day. The ideas of Euro¬ 
communism. the Straight Leftists 
and the Morning Star are irrelevant 
to the needs of the future. Oppor¬ 
tunism disarms the workers and 
retreats into the arms of bourgeois 
society. Ireland, the miners’ Great 
Strike and even the last general 
election prove this. 

All the opportunists hate the na¬ 
tional liberation movement in Ire¬ 
land. all the opportunists hated the 
violence of the miners' hit squads 
and all the opportunists love the 
“bourgeois party of the working 
class" (Lenin). 

Capitalism is heading for 
another general crisis - the Oc¬ 
tober 1987 crash is a dramatic 
pointer to this - and if we don’t 
stop it. capitalism will launch a 
World War III to save itself. Gor¬ 
bachev might try to appease impe¬ 
rialism but only revolution can stop 
its drive to war. 

The opportunists refuse to re¬ 
cognise this truth. Instead they in¬ 
vent all sorts of utopian schemes to 
reform capitalism, make it peace¬ 
ful and even turn it into socialism. 
These dreams are becoming more 
and more divorced from reality. 
No wonder all the opportunist fac¬ 
tions and groupings in and around 
our communist movement are 
wracked by crisis. 

'Hie Executive Committee of our 
Party is certainly bankrupt. It can¬ 
not offer draft resolutions to our 
40th Congress which present a se¬ 
rious perspective for fighting capi¬ 
talism, let alone overcoming our 
Party's precipitous organisational 
decline. In point of fact it has, ob¬ 
jectively speaking, done all in its 
power to split our Party. The Party 
leadership is not pro-Party, it is an 
anti-Party clique which considers 
the Party its own private property. 

Criminally, the EC has allowed a 
whole swathe of good communists 
to be cynically manocuvered into 
supporting Chatcr’s careerist re¬ 
bellion. It has done nothing in the 
way of propoganda and agitiation 
to break the supporters of the 
Morning Star away from the dead 
end CCG attempt to split our 
Party. 

The EC' must not be allowed to 
evade its responsibilities. The 
quiet liquidation of our Young 
Communist League, the steady 
haemorrhaging of membership and 


the tiny circulation and poor qual¬ 
ity of 7 Days' and News ami Views I 
cannot be blamed on the Morning I 
Star opposition. The buck stops I 
with the EC'. And if it has no answ- 1 
ers it must go. 

Eurocommunism has failed or- I 
ganisationally and politically. I 
Under the domination of the F.uros I 
our Party has suffered more expul- I 
sions (official and unofficial) and I 
administrative bullying than ever I 
before. The only success the Euros I 
can point to is Marxism Today. I 
Yet comrade Jacques' journal, I 
w'hich has never had anything to do I 
with Marxism, now has less and I 
less to do with the Communist I 
Party itself. 

The liquidationism of Marxism I 
Today is transparent. The right I 
Euros w'ho back the Marxism | 
Today 'project' no longer really I 
see the need for a Communist I 
Party. The main link between I 
Marxism Today and the Commun- I 
ist Party is financial: we foot the I 
bill for Marxism Today's liquida- I 


tiomst games. . 

The Party leadership fears ho- I 
nest and open communist debate. I 
When the NCP split in 1977 there | 
was no attempt to persuade com- I 
rades not to leave our ranks. The I 
same is true today with the CCG. I 
The pre-Congress debate has been I 
a farce. Many contributions have J 
been suppressed and all the oppor- I 
tunists have tried to conceal or play I 
down their differences - not least I 
the Straight Leftists. During the 
vital pre-Congress period the offi¬ 
cial Party press has been notable 
for its absence of articles, letters 
and debates on the Congress, cer¬ 
tainly the leadership has acted like 
an ostrich w'hen it comes to the 
emergence of two Eurocommunist 
factions. 

Our Party EC favours openness 
in the Communist Party of the So¬ 
viet Union. It should practice what 
it preaches. 

The Leninists of the Communist 
Party say that the only way to forge 
unity in our Party is by uniting 
around the principles of Marxism- 
Leninism. This is best facilitated 
through the widest, most open, 
most frank and comradely debate. 
Party members should be free to 
read what they like. There should 
be no thought police in the Party. ! 
•End the ban on Ihe Leninist ! 

•Open up all Party publications! 

• No to the CCG split, yes to a 
reforged Leninist CPGB! 


in Scotland and South Wales, might throw 
their weight behind an anti-Scargill 
candidate like Scottish Secretary Eric 
Clarke, or Suulh Wales leaders like Des 
Du11field and George Rees, both of whom 
have been instrumental in negotiating the 
sellout deal over Margam. We have never 
been uncritical of Arthur Scagill: tar from it. 
But we say that communists in the union 
should fight for Scargill's reelection. This 
would be a powerful blow against British 
Coal, the NIJM’s right mo\ingsoft left and 
their attempts to destroy the militant 
traditions of the miners. 


•Scargill - standing 
on militancy. 
Communists must 
back him 


Roger Trask reports in the Morning Star of October 8 the recent 
unprincipled merger between what was the ‘official’ C ommunist 
Party of Turkey and the Turkish Workers Party to form the United 
Communist Party of 1 urkey. Trask presents a blinkered account, 
typical of ‘official optimism’. The new party is thoroughlv 
reformist: it plans “to reflect Turkey's potential of peace-loving, 
democratic and humanist ideas'*, but refuses to admit that only- 
making a resolution can achieve these worthy aims. Indeed the 
UCPT leadership is doing everything to become legal; after all. the 
Ozal government says it is unafraid of a 'Italian' type CP. So 
unafraid that when Behice Boran, leader of the TWP. died she was 
given a state funeral bv the authorities. Now to force Ozal's hand 
Haydar Kutlu and Nijat Sargin. the leaders of the UTC'P. have 
returned to Turkey. This stunt in fact represents an opportunist 
attempt to jump into the mainstream of Turkish politics before te 
November 29 general election. The two UCPT leaders were as 
expected arrested as soon as they landed on Turkish soil. But they 
are expected to be released quickly on bail and their party 
legalised after the election. There is no talk of legalising the real 
Communist Party of Turkey - it is not seeking bourgeois 
respectability. 



Redouble Efforts 


The period opening up in front of us 
offers great possibilities. Developments 
in the Soviet Union have thrown the po¬ 
litics of old pro-Soviet centrism into cri¬ 
sis; the October crash testifies to 
(capitalism’s inherent weakness and the 
•rtainty of a new general crisis; and in 
the communist movement in Britain the 
question of redrafting the transparently 
dated British Road to Socialism is now on 
the agenda. It is against this background 
we must ask our hard-pressed readers 



and supporters to redouble their efforts. 
Our paper, like no other, has the answers 
to the great issues of the day. Now is the 
time to extend its circulation and trans¬ 
form its‘financial situation All readers 
should seriously consider ordering, on a 
sale or return basis if you wish, five or ten 
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noti’ohn 


should send us regular donations through 
a bankers order. Last month we nearly 
hit our £600 target, we were only £57 
short - but in such times we need to 
regularly break our target 
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on Demand 
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T HERE IS a universal con¬ 
sensus on the British left 
that Liberal MP David Al¬ 
ton's attempt to reduce the 
legal time limit on abortion from 
28 weeks to 18 is a ‘bad thing*. 
Although last year only 5,660 abor¬ 
tions were carried out after 18 
weeks and a mere 29 after 24 
weeks, Alton’s nasty little Bill is 
rightly seen as the thin end of a 
wedge of an attack on women 
which has the ultimate goal to ban 
all abortions. So, we all agree: Mr 
Alton’s Bill is a ‘bad thing’. 

The majority of left groups, ho¬ 
wever, have backed themselves 
into the corner of simply defending 
the 1967 Abortion Act against 
Alton: yet that particular piece of 
legislation was itself inadequate 
and in practice allowed doctors and 
the state to decide a woman’s fate. 
In no way did it represent ‘'a wo¬ 
man’s right to choose” as sug¬ 
gested by the bumbling, reformist 
buffoon of an editor with which the 
Morning Star is currently lum¬ 
bered. 

If we really want to fight for wo- 


champion the ri 


s 


men’s rights we must unequivcally 
Fight for free abortion on demand 
as our central slogan. (After the 
October Revolution the Soviet go¬ 
vernment passed a decree which 
allowed abortions to be "per¬ 
formed free and unimpededly”). 
Anything else not only sells women 
short on their rights; in the social 
atmosphere of today’s crisis torn 
Britain, it disarms us in the face I 
reaction. 

Strictly Controlled 

The 1967 Act which 20 years later 
the left so vehemently champions, 
legalised abortion but only under 
strictly controlled conditions. The 
mass petty bourgeois feminist 
movement that emerged after the 
Act was on the statute books, was 
highly critical of it. Before degene¬ 
rating into Greenham mysticism 
the feminist movement insisted 
that women must have the right to 
free abortion, not curtailed by 
arbitrary time limits imposed by 
church or state. 

The 1967 legislation stipulates 
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that women can only abort fetuses 
after they have satisfied stringent 
conditions, such as when the preg¬ 
nancy threatens the welfare of the 
mother’s existing children or there 
is a tangible risk of handicap of the 
child. 

Most women, however, opt to 
seek termination on the basis of an 
additional clause: that “the conti¬ 
nuation of the pregnancy would 
involve risk of injury to the physi¬ 
cal or mental health ofthe woman 
greater than if the pregnancy was 
terminated.” To describe the 1967 
Act as "a women’s right to choose” 
is an insult to the thousands of 
women who every year have to go 
through the pain and humiliation 
of having to justify themselves td 
often unsympathetic and insensi¬ 
tive doctors. 

In fact, the closest working 
women have ever really come to 
‘abortion on demand’ was courtesy 
of the cash nexus, not through the 
enlightened actions of Britain’s le¬ 
gislators. Prior to 1967, estimates 
put the number of abortions 
annually at many hundreds of 
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thousands. These of course, were 
totally illegal ‘back street* butcher 
jobs where the only condition you 
needed to satisfy was having the 
money. 

There were drawbacks with that 
avenue of supply, of course. Some 
3,000 septic abortion cases a year 
ended up in hospital due to the 
unhygienic conditions under which 
they were operated, with 50 of 
those unfortunate women dying 
annually. 

While public concern at these 
horrendous figures was one of the 
spurs to the'introduction of the 
1967 Act, the real impetus was the 
need to bring abortion under the 
control of the state: to regulate 
more directly the fertility of work¬ 
ing class women in a period when 
expansion in the economy was ne¬ 
cessitating their increased partici¬ 
pation in the production process. 

Today the pathetically despon¬ 
dent left is defending this bit of 
capitalist legislation for all it is 
worth, even dubbing it, as* in the 
case of that shabbling rag. the 
Morning Star . as enshrining “a wo¬ 
man’s right to choose” 

Wrapped Up 

The last thing that socialists must 
do is to get wrapped up in gobole- 
degook arguments with anti-abor¬ 
tionists about when life* starts: 
when a fetus becomes a ‘baby’ with 
certain inalienable Tights* and thus 
when the time limits for abortion 
should be imposed. Human life is 
social life, our concept of ‘life* car 
have no meaning outside of this 
context unless we are going to en¬ 
tangle oursehes in obscurantist 
philosophical meanderings about 
the spiritual ‘essence’ of human be¬ 
ings. Life starts with birth, when a 
child enters society. 

Unfortunately many organisa¬ 
tions have embroiled themselves in 
these tangled morai and scientific 
webs in order to justify their de¬ 
fence of the 1967 Act. For ins¬ 
tance. Socialist Worker of October 
31 presents some useful facts and 
figures to show' that the arguments 
of Alton and the anti-abortion or¬ 
ganisations that back him are non¬ 
sense. yet fails to clearly delineate 
a fighting alternative for working 
women. 

It gets totally emmeshed within 
Alton’s reactionary logic. Counter¬ 
ing the Liberal MP’s claim that “by 

18 weeks a child is no different in 
size and weight from a child at 28 
weeks”, it replies that below 22 24 
weeks, fetal lungs are not suffi¬ 
ciently developed to survive even 
on a ventilator. As far as we are 
concerned, this is more or less ir¬ 
relevant. 

The SWP thus claims that it 

“cannot agree to any concessions 
on women’s abortion rights. We 
believe that only the women con¬ 
cerned has the right to decide 
whether she has an abortion or 
not.” Yet Socialist Worker impli¬ 
citly suggests that the 1967 Act, 
which limits women's rights, actu¬ 
ally enshrines a women's right to 
choose. 

This is not a minor matter, even 
on purely technical grounds. Most 
late abortions are presently per¬ 
formed because of fetal deformi¬ 
ties. The best test for this cannot 
be done until after 20 weeks. But 
what, for example, should be our 
attitude if medical science is able tc 
achieve a break- through in this 
field, as is perfectly possible, and 
such authoritative tests can be 
done much earlier? 

We would still stand full square 
for a woman’s right to an abortion 
with no ifs and no buts. Women, 
not Alton, must decide. He is 
neither pro-women nor pro-life. 
He is, though, a damnable hypo¬ 
crite. Mr Alton’s interpretation of 
what he calls humanity’s “overrid¬ 


ing right to life” does not stop him 
supporting the reintroduction of 
capital punishment or the murder¬ 
ous presence of British troops in 
Northern Ireland! Obviously, Al¬ 
ton’s ‘pro-life’ sentiments arc a sick 
joke. But behind this ‘joke’ lies the 
needs of capital to force women 
back into the home, reinforce their 
position as a reserve army of la¬ 
bour and second class citizens. The 
women of the ruling class will not 
suffer from Alton’s bill; with 
money they can always buy safe 
abortions abroad. Alton’s bill is 
clearly an attack on working class 
women. This is why exposing Al¬ 
ton's hypocrisy is not enough. 
What is needed is a fight for wo- 
nen's rights led by the working 
lass. 

FAB 

Hie "Fight Alton's Bill” campaign 
does not stand on the basic prin¬ 
ciple of a woman’s right to choose. 
It wants women to put their trust in 
the parliamentary' Labour Party. It 
is a classic reformist campaign. 
Why then does almost the entire 
spectrum of the left line up behind 
it? For the SWP there is the excuse 
of the so-called downturn, a poiso¬ 
nous little theory which reasons 
along the lines What’s the point of 
trying to get workers to fight for 
abortion rights when they won’t 
even fight for their pay and condi¬ 
tions?” 

The SWP rhough are hardly 
alone in their passivity and practi¬ 
cal irrelevance to the struggle for 
the rights of working class women. 
The disspirited Labour Party entr¬ 
usts around the increasingly infre¬ 
quent paper Socialist Action in 
their October 23 issue bleat that. 
"The policy of the Labour Party 
and the TTJC are very clearly in 
support of the 1967 Act and a wo¬ 
man’s right to choose.” Now as 
we have shown, in fact ‘a woman’s 
right to choose’ and the stipula¬ 
tions of the 1967 Act are not the 
same thing. 

Our own Communist Party cen¬ 
tral organ. 7 Days . a drab, lack 
lustre sheet only enlivened by the 
occasional bizzare editorial cock- 
up, has been no better than Social¬ 
ist Worker. Socialist Action et al. 
The paper's October 31 edition en¬ 
capsulated the hopeless perspec- 
tive of the left' Eurocommunist 
forces that edit it. “If every 7 Days 
reader writes to their MP, asking 
them to vote against Alton’s bill, 
this will Ik* a tremendous contribu¬ 
tion to the campaign to save the 
1%7 Act.” This is a miserable re¬ 
treat into bourgeois realism. 

FAB, which is a loose alliance of 
women from previous abortion 
campaigns, left groups and even 
some female members of the Libe¬ 
ral Party, limits its campaigning 
horizons to defence of the 1967 
legislation. Inevitably, this seve¬ 
rely weakens any potential fight it 
can put up. 

We communists say the bour¬ 
geois state can never liberate 
women. We do not have a leftist 
argument that the particular at¬ 
tacks on this or that reactionary 
like Alton on the limited gains of 
women are ‘irrelevant', but 
frankly, if we are mobilising 
against Alton, we should be mobi¬ 
lising for a women’s unrestricted 
right to free abortion on demand. 

We are not in favour of abortion 
as ‘just another method' of contra¬ 
ception. It is frequently painful, 
dangerous (on average two women 
a year still die from the operation), 
and emotionally distressing. Ho¬ 
wever, while abortion remains a 
necessity if women are to have con¬ 
trol of their own bodies, we will 
support it unconditionally. 
•Smash Alton’s Bill! 

• Free Abortion on Demand! 

Ian Mahoney 













